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Future goal setting, task motivation and learning
of minority and non-minority students in Dutch
schools
Iris Andriessen1*, Karen Phalet1 and Willy Lens2
1Utrecht University, The Netherlands
2University of Leuven, Belgium
Background. Cross-cultural research on minority school achievement yields mixed
findings on the motivational impact of future goal setting for students from
disadvantaged minority groups. Relevant and recent motivational research, integrating
Future Time Perspective Theory with Self-Determination Theory, has not yet been
validated among minority students.
Aims. To replicate across cultures the known motivational benefits of perceived
instrumentality and internal regulation by distant future goals; to clarify when and how
the future motivates minority students’ educational performance.
Sample. Participants in this study were 279 minority students (100 of Turkish and
179 of Moroccan origin) and 229 native Dutch students in Dutch secondary schools.
Methods. Participants rated the importance of future goals, their perceptions of
instrumentality, their task motivation and learning strategies. Dependent measures and
their functional relations with future goal setting were simultaneously validated across
minority and non-minority students, using structural equation modelling in multiple
groups.
Results. As expected, Positive Perceived Instrumentality for the future increases task
motivation and (indirectly) adaptive learning of both minority and non-minority
students. But especially internally regulating future goals are strongly related to more
task motivation and indirectly to more adaptive learning strategies.
Conclusion. Our findings throw new light on the role of future goal setting in
minority school careers: distant future goals enhance minority and non-minority
students’ motivation and learning, if students perceive positive instrumentality and if
their schoolwork is internally regulated by future goals.
As a consequence of non-European immigration from the 1960s until today, schools
and classrooms in Western Europe have become increasingly multicultural. Learning
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and teaching in such multi-ethnic environments pose a number of challenges to both
students and teachers. For example, teachers may have to deal with various cultural
norms, identities and styles of achieving in one classroom. Styles of teaching, or
established classroom practices that work for western students, need not necessarily
work for (non-western) minority children (e.g. Tharp, 1989). This implies the need for
cross-cultural validation of theories within educational psychology, if we are to serve all
students in today’s classrooms (Vansteenkiste, Zhou, Lens, & Soenens, 2005).
At the same time, a focus on minority students may increase our knowledge of their
school performance and possible means to improve it. In the Netherlands, Turks and
Moroccans are numerically the largest (non-western) minority groups. Turkish and
Moroccan adolescents show, despite their educational progress over the years, enduring
educational disadvantage as compared with non-immigrant youth (Herweijer, 2003). In
spite of the detailed ethnic monitoring of the academic achievement and progress of
minority students in the Netherlands, little is known about protective factors against
school failure and drop-out in the ‘generally more hazardous’ school careers of
disadvantaged minority students. Research on minority school achievement suggests
that a strong and positive future orientation (focusing on future progress in spite of
present failures) may be crucial to protect students from disengagement with learning in
the face of repeated failure (Meece & Kurtz-Costes, 2001).
The central role of the future in educational investment may be especially relevant in
the context of migration. Migration is commonly understood as an intergenerational
project to achieve upward social mobility through educational investment in the
children (Matute-Bianchi, 1986; Suarez-Orozco & Suarez-Orozco, 1995). In line with
this, ethnic minorities in the United States and Europe have been revealed as strong
believers in self-improvement through academic achievement. Compared with native
parents with a similar social-class background, ethnic minority parents typically express
higher aspirations and a more academic orientation towards non-vocational secondary
and higher education for their children (Mu¨ller & Kerbow, 1993; Nijsten, 1998; Pels,
1998; Vallet & Caille, 1996). In a similar vein, ethnographic studies of minority families
and communities have documented high aspirations in ethnic minority families as part
of an intergenerational social-mobility project (Matute-Bianchi, 1986; Suarez-Orozco &
Suarez-Orozco, 1995; Ze´roulou, 1998). Some studies find that high aspirations and
future expectations in minority families predict enhanced educational attainment
(Clifton, Williams, & Clancy, 1991; Okagaki & Frensch, 1998; Phalet & Andriessen, 2003;
Steinberg, Dornbusch, & Brown, 1992; Vallet & Caille, 1996). Such findings of close
linkages between immigration, future orientation and school achievement gave rise to
the well-known immigrant optimism hypothesis, which attributes educational
progress in minority youth to parental expectations of upward intergenerational
mobility through education (Kao & Tienda, 1995).
However, academic aspirations and expectations not always predict educational
attainment in minority youth. Research from a perceived opportunities approach has
challenged the psychological viability of future-oriented achievement motivation under
conditions of severe disadvantage and discrimination. Perception of blocked mobility in
society, experiences of racism and discrimination in the classroom, or low future
expectations result in ambivalent attitudes towards achievement (Mickelson, 1990;
Okagaki, Frensch, & Dodson, 1996; Phalet & Claeys, 1993). Thus, studies among
African–American youth in the US have repeatedly found evidence of low levels of
school achievement, in spite of high levels of motivation to achieve upward social
mobility through schooling (Ogbu & Simons, 1998).
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In light of the challenges posed by multi-ethnic classrooms and the centrality of the
future in minority families’ educational investments, this study aims to examine when
and how the future motivates minority students’ school engagement, promoting
adaptive learning and protecting them from disengagement. We will investigate
minority students’ future orientations within the framework of Future Time Perspective
Theory (FTPT), which explicitly addresses the role of the future in academic
engagement and achievement. However, FTPT has so far only been applied to non-
minority students in Western countries. Therefore, cross-cultural validation of this
framework is needed.
Future goal setting, motivation and learning
Most research on achievement motivation in academic settings is limited by its one-sided
focus on immediate goals in the present task situation, and consequently, by its neglect
of the personal and the instrumental relevance of delayed goals in the near or distant
future. For many high school and college students, future educational and professional
goals are important – if not the most important – motivational resources (Lens, Simons,
& Dewitte, 2002). For an adequate understanding of the schooling experience of
minority and non-minority students, educational psychology should look beyond
immediate classroom goals.
FTPT does just that. The concept of future time perspective refers to people’s
cognitive capacity to anticipate not only the immediate but also the long-term outcomes
of a task in a distant future (De Volder & Lens, 1982). FTPT claims that students with a
more extended, valued and connected future time perspective will be more motivated by
tasks in the presence. In line with FTPT, and with related approaches from the perceived
utility value of school tasks (cf. Eccles & Wigfield, 2002), Lens and Decruyenaere (1991)
found in their study in Flanders (Belgium) that the more highly motivated students also
attach the highest instrumental value to their schoolwork. Similarly, Van Calster, Lens, and
Nuttin (1991) found that perceived instrumentality affects student’s task motivation
positively. Also in vocational schools, Creten, Lens, and Simons (2001) replicated a
positive correlation between the perceived instrumentality of school courses and student
motivation for these courses. Not only does the instrumental value of school tasks
enhance student motivation, it also contributes to more effective learning strategies and
better school results (Lens, Simons, & Dewitte, 2001, 2002; Simons, Dewitte, & Lens,
2000, 2004; Simons, Vansteenkiste, Lens, & Lacante, 2004).
Future goals and self-determination
Future goals, just like immediate goals, differ in content. A student may study medicine to
become a competent professional later in life, or to be able to buy a Rolls Royce. In Self-
Determination Theory (SDT), intrinsic motivation and goals are distinguished from
extrinsic motivation and goals (Deci & Ryan, 2000; Kasser & Ryan, 1993). There is
evidence for the basic tenet of SDT that intrinsic motivation and goals are associated with
autonomous engagement in a task, thus reinforcing persistence and leading to better
performance (Deci, Koestner, & Ryan, 1999). In a similar vein, Vansteenkiste, Simons,
Soenens, & Lens (2004) distinguish between ‘future intrinsic goals’ and ‘future extrinsic
goals’. Future intrinsic goals are self-chosen and oriented towards self-development (e.g.
personal growth or self-competence), whereas future extrinsic goals are defined as
imposed or controlled from outside with an emphasis on external rewards (e.g. financial
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success). Recent studies show that future intrinsic (vs. extrinsic) goal framing indeed
predicts long-term persistence and better performance (Vansteenkiste et al., 2004;
Vansteenkiste, Simons, et al., 2005).
According to Deci and Ryan’s SDT, however, specific goal contents cannot be sharply
divided into intrinsic vs. extrinsic types of motivation. Within SDT, gradual distinctions
are sometimes made between four styles of regulation that differ in relative degrees of
autonomy, ranging from totally externally regulated to fully internally regulated ways of
engaging with schoolwork. To the extent that it enables autonomous agency, a goal that
is extrinsic to the academic task (e.g. studying medicine to make one’s parents proud)
can be internally regulating the student’s behaviour. Furthermore, we acknowledge that
the intrinsic or the extrinsic nature of specific goal contents may vary across cultural
contexts of schooling (Markus & Kitayama, 1991; Okagaki, 2001). Rather, what should
generalize across cultures is the functional relation between internal or external
regulatory focus and adaptive learning (Vansteenkiste, Zhou, et al., 2005).
To conclude, what is crucial is not so much the content of the goal but its function.
In order to avoid conceptual confusion and cultural bias in classifying goal contents, we
will not use the terms ’intrinsic’ versus ’extrinsic’, but instead focus on whether goals
are internally or externally regulating.
Thus, Lens et al. (2001) showed that non-minority Belgian students who experience
future goals as self-set goals (internal regulation) are more (intrinsically) motivated for
school tasks and use more effective learning strategies, leading to improved school
performance. Lens et al. (2002) also found that when the learning task was experienced
as internally regulated, students score higher on indicators of deep-level learning
(actively relating, organising, elaborating and critical thinking) and lower on surface-
level learning (verbatim representation of text, memorization without understanding;
Entwistle & Entwistle, 1991; Nolen, 1988). In other words, whether future goals are
internally or externally regulating makes a difference in their motivational impact.
Aims and hypotheses
This study has two aims. The first is to clarify when and how the future motivates the
academic engagement of minority students. In general, future goal setting supports
adaptive learning in school. However, some studies do not find that future goals predict
motivated learning among minority students. We test two possible motivational
explanations for this exception to the rule. First, minority students may have more
ambivalent or negative and less positive perceptions of the instrumentality of schooling
for future success than non-minority students, possibly because of experiences with
discrimination (Hypothesis 1). Second, minority students may experience academic or
career goals more often as externally controlled, adopting an external rather than
internal regulatory focus (Hypothesis 2).
The second aim is to validate motivational processes from an integrated FTPT–SDT
approach across cultures. We expect that the effects of future goals on motivation and
learning are the same across cultures in the sense that, perceived instrumentality to
achieve future goals enhances student motivation and learning (Hypothesis 3); and that
future goals are motivating students to achieve when they are perceived as internally
regulating rather than externally controlling (Hypothesis 4). In addition, we expect from
FTPT that present motivation for school tasks mediates the impact from future goals on
learning, because future goals link the pursuit of delayed and immediate goals. More
specifically, we expect that perceived instrumentality leads directly and indirectly
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through enhanced task motivation to more effective learning strategies (Hypothesis 5).
We expect similar direct and indirect effects via enhanced task motivation of internally
regulating future goals on learning (Hypothesis 6). Figure 1 models the hypothesized
relationships between future goals, motivation and learning for minority and non-
minority students.
Research context
The study involves students in Dutch secondary schools, which are now commonly
multicultural (CBS, 2002). Turkish and Moroccan students in this study are the children
of labour migrants, who came from rural areas in Turkey and Morocco to The
Netherlands between the 1960s and 1980s and who have formed major ethnic
communities through subsequent family reunion and family formation. Turks and
Moroccans constitute a rather young population (30% below 15 years of age and another
30% below 30 years) and a significant part of these groups is still in school (SCP, 1999).
Ethnic minority and native Dutch students differ in terms of their (non-western and
traditional) cultural backgrounds and (lower and rural) social class origins. Not only are
they facing widespread public prejudice against Muslims (Sniderman, Hagendoorn, &
Prior, 2004), but there is also hard proof of ethnic discrimination against Turkish and
Moroccan minorities in the Dutch labour market (Bovenkerk, Gras, & Ramsoedh, 1995).
In Dutch secondary schools, ethnic minority status implies educational disadvantage
(Veenman, 2001). Turkish and Moroccan youngsters have higher drop-out rates, are
overrepresented in lower educational tracks and underrepresented in higher education
(Herweijer, 2003). Educational disadvantage persists, at least to some extent, in the
second generation, and remains significant after controlling for socio-economic factors
(Driessen, 1993, 1995; Kalmijn & Kraaykamp, 2000; Leseman & De Jong, 1998;
Leseman, Sijsling, Jap-A-Joe, & Sahin, 1995; Roelandt, Martens, & Veenman, 1991).
Method
Participants and procedure
Participants are Turkish (N ¼ 100) and Moroccan (N ¼ 179) minority students and a
non-minority comparison group of Dutch classmates (N ¼ 229). Eleven schools with a
significant presence of Turkish and/or Moroccan minority students were selected in four
middle-sized communes in The Netherlands. Within schools, classes were selected for
participation with a view to cover the complete range of the Dutch tracking system,
including higher (non-vocational) as well as lower (vocational) tracks. Within classes,
participation was obligatory for all students in order to avoid self-selection. After
completion of the questionnaire, students were given the opportunity to withdraw their
responses by not handing them in. None of the students made use of this opportunity.
Students were categorized into ethnic groups on the basis of ethnic self-identification.
One half of the students in the sample are boys, and the other half are girls. The mean
age of participants is 15 years with minority students being moderately older than their
native classmates (res. between the ages of 15;4 and 15;8 years). The majority of
students attend the second or third year of secondary school (66%). Minority students in
the sample are overrepresented in vocational training: 76% of Turkish and 66% of
Moroccan students in our study are in vocational school tracks as opposed to 21% of
native Dutch students. The schools that participated have an average population of 30%
minority and 70% native Dutch students.
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Most minority youth have unschooled or low-schooled parents. Of the Turkish
mothers in our sample, 38% have not completed primary school; the same is true of 68%
of the Moroccan mothers, as opposed to 7% of native Dutch mothers. The educational
status of the mother is used as an index of parental education for reasons of reliability.1
Moreover, maternal education is directly relevant to the child’s schooling: minority
students in our study reported more educational support from mothers than from fathers.
Most minority students are born in The Netherlands, or migrated at age 6 or younger
(86%). Students filled out paper-and-pencil questionnaires on future orientation,
motivation and learning in class or in small groups in the presence of the researcher. For
the purpose of external validation, teachers have been asked to rate student effort and
performance for all participants. Identification numbers were assigned to students in
order to match teacher ratings with student questionnaires. After the matching, data
records were anonymized by deleting all information that could be traced to students’
identities. Care was taken to ensure that the identity of participating students remained
confidential to the research team and was not in any way released back to the
participating schools and their staff.
Measures
Social background variables
To ensure cross-cultural comparability, we include in our analyses social class variables
associated with educational disadvantage. In addition to Ethnic Origin (Turkish,
Moroccan or Dutch), we control for the effects of Gender (1 ¼ boy, 0 ¼ girl), School
Track (from 1 ¼ lower vocational, up to 10 ¼ higher non-vocational training), Parental
Education (from 1 ¼ mother unschooled, up to 5 ¼ mother with tertiary education)
and Ethnic Composition of the school. Ethnic composition for minority students refers
to the percentage of students from the same ethnic background; for majority students,
this is measured as the percentage of non-minority (majority) students.
Perceived instrumentality
In order to assess their perceptions of the instrumental value of schoolwork for being
successful later in life, students are asked two parallel questions: (a) how many persons do
you know who are successful in their career because they have done well in school?
none, few or many? and (b) how many persons do you know who have a successful career
in spite of having failed or left school? none, few or many? Students who know more
successful persons who did well in school than who did not, are assigned to the Positive
Perceived Instrumentality (PPI) category; in contrast, students who know more people
who are successful later in life without doing well in school, are assigned to the opposite
Negative Perceived Instrumentality (NPI) category; students who know as many (or as
few) people who are successful later with and without doing well in school, are assigned
to the intermediate category of Ambivalent Perceived Instrumentality (API). In structural
equation modelling (SEM) analyses, dummy variables were constructed with NPI as
reference category.
Teacher ratings of students’ effort and performance levels are used as an
external criterion to validate the instrumentality scores. Ratings were collected from
math and language teachers and indicate their global appreciation of students’ effort
1 Student reports have been checked against self-reported levels of education in face-to-face interviews with mothers
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(how hard does a student work for school? from 1 to 5, very much) and
performance (how well does a student perform in class? from 1 to 5, very good ).
Across ethnic groups and controlling for relevant social background variables,
students with negative (NPI) or ambivalent (API) perceptions of instrumentality were
rated by their teachers as less motivated than students who perceive positive
instrumentality (PPI), see Figure 2a. Differences between the three categories in
teacher ratings of student’s performance follow the same trend, although they did not
reach significance (see Figure 2b). Overall, the analysis supports the external validity
of distinct types of perceived instrumentality.
Internal regulation
Building on a cross-cultural validation of Nuttin and Lens (1985) Motivational Induction
Method (Phalet & Claeys, 1993), future goals were assessed by three statements: I study
to prepare myself for my personal life project (’person’); I do my schoolwork because it
Figure 2. (a) Teacher evaluation of student effort for school tasks as a function of student’s perceived
instrumentality and ethnic origin. (b) Teacher evaluation of student performance as a function of
perceived instrumentality and ethnic origin. (c) Teacher evaluation of student effort for school tasks as
a function of regulation by future goals and ethnic origin. (d) Teacher evaluation of student performance
as a function of regulation by future goals and ethnic origin.
Note. NPI, Negative Perceived Instrumentality; API, Ambivalent Perceived Instrumentality; PPI, Positive
Perceived Instrumentality; NR, No Regulation; ER, External Regulation; IR, Internal Regulation.
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is useful to get a job (’job’); I need my diploma to improve my family’s standard of living
(’living’).2 Students were asked to rate these goals from (1) not important to (3) very
important. While the first future goal (person) is motivated by self-development and
should therefore be internally regulating students’ schoolwork, both the other goals (job
and living) refer to future rewards, such as employment and family income, which are
thought to control school engagement externally.
To categorize students into distinct motivational types, their ratings of the three goals
are combined: students who attach low value to all three future goals are assigned to a
residual No Regulation category (NR), meaning that their school engagement is not
regulated by distant future goals; students who value employment or income as future
rewards for school success, but not personal self-development, are assigned to the
External Regulation (ER) category; finally, students who (also) value personal self-
development make up the Internal Regulation (IR) category. Note that students in the
latter IR category may also value external rewards in the distant future, in addition to
personal self-development. In SEM analyses dummy variables were constructed with NR
as reference category. Thus we test the unique motivational effect of internally
regulating future goals, over and above the effect of externally regulating goals.
Again, motivational categories are externally validated by teacher ratings of students’
effort and performance. Across ethnic groups and controlling for social class, internal
regulation predicts the highest performance ratings, and no regulation predicts the
lowest. We found a similar trend in mean effort ratings, which does not reach
significance (see Figure 2c and d). Overall, the analysis supports the external validity of
distinct categories of regulation.
Assessment of task motivation and learning
Task motivation (four items) and Deep learning (four items) subscales were translated
and adapted from Pintrich et al.’s Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire
(MSLQ: Pintrich, Smith, Garcia, & McKeachie, 1991). Highest loading items in Dutch-
language pilot studies of the MSLQ were selected. As an additional index of maladaptive
learning, the subscale measuring Surface-level learning (four items) from Entwistle and
Tait’s Revised Approaches to Studying Inventory (RASI, Entwistle & Tait, 1997) was also
included in the study. Simultaneous Component Analysis (SCA) replicates the factor
structure of the MSLQ subscales along with an additional factor Surface-level learning
(Kiers, 1990). The explained variances by the common three-factor solution total 43%
for Turkish, 48% for Moroccan and 46% for Dutch comparison groups. Overall, distinct
factors for task motivation, deep and surface-level learning in SCA supports the
construct validity of the dependent measures across cultures.
Task motivation refers to students’ motivation to engage with school tasks in
general and in the present. It refers to the value component in an expectancy-value
model of motivation (Pintrich, 1999). Items refer to liking most courses, finding the
contents of the lessons interesting, wanting to keep up with the lessons, and thinking
that most courses are important. For all motivational items in this study, the same
response categories were used: (1) not true for me, (2) sometimes true for me, (3)
completely true for me. Multi-group measurement models with Confirmatory Factor
2 Getting a college degree was not included as a relevant future goal in this study, because the Dutch school systems precludes
access to university for students in vocational schools, and because very few Turkish or Moroccan minority students go to
university in the Netherlands – from 3% in 1995–1996 up to 6% in 2001–2002 (Herweijer, 2003).
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Analysis (CFA) support the reliability of our task value measure in all ethnic groups
(cf. Bollen, 1989; see Table 1 for the question wordings and the factor loadings).
Deep Learning is measured by a combination of subscales from the MSLQ (Pintrich
et al., 1991). Items refer to actively structuring (cognitive organization), understanding
(cognitive self-regulation) and relating course materials (cognitive elaboration) and
solving problems (critical thinking). Multi-group measurement models with Con-
firmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) support the reliability of the combined measure in all
ethnic groups (see Table 1 for the question wordings and the factor loadings).
Surface-level learning is measured by a subscale of the RASI (Entwistle & Tait, 1997).
Items refer to superficial memory strategies (e.g. copying lessons) and passive learning
(use words without meaning, read without understanding). Multi-group measurement
models with Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) support the reliability of our measure in
all ethnic groups (see Table 1 for the question wordings and the factor loadings.
Appendices A and B provide more detailed information about the psychometric
properties of the measures).
Analyses
The analysis consists of two parts. The first part is exploratory, testing ethnic group
differences in future goal settings and testing for the effects of future goals on academic
engagement across ethnic groups. The main part of the analyses is confirmatory in
nature and consists of a more stringent test of the hypothesized cross-cultural model,
using a SEM approach.3
Exploratory analyses
Ethnic group differences in instrumentality and regulation by future goals (Hypotheses 1
and 2) are tested by multinomial logistic regression. In order to control for differences
between native and minority students in terms of school context and social class, School
Track, Ethnic Composition of the School and Parental Education were included as
covariates.
We tested for ethnic group differences in motivated learning, as well as for the cross-
cultural impact of future orientation on task motivation and learning by means of
analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) (Hypotheses 3 and 4). Ethnic Origin, Gender and
Perceived Instrumentality (PPI, API or NPI) were entered as independent variables in a
(3 £ 2 £ 3) multivariate design, with School Track, Ethnic Composition of the School
and Parental Education as covariates. Dependent variables were task motivation, deep-
level learning, and surface-level learning. In a subsequent analysis with the same
multivariate design we replaced Perceived Instrumentality with NR, ER or IR. Scheffe´’s
correction is applied to post hoc pairwise comparisons of means between ethnic and
motivational categories. The fully controlled ANCOVA’s allow us to test net motivational
effects across ethnic groups, over and above structural constraints on motivation and
learning of minority students.
Structural equation modelling (SEM)
SEM is chosen as a most stringent approach to cross-cultural validation and
hypothesis testing. SEM specifies separate models for each ethnic group and tests
3 All variables were inspected for violation of the assumption of normality. None of the distributions of the variables used in the
analyses departed substantially from normality, as indicated by skewness and kurtosis statistics (all smaller than j1:5j (West,
Finch, & Curran, 1995).
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for invariance across these groups (Bollen, 1989). Secondly, hypotheses on the
impact of future goals on motivation and learning are specified within-groups, and
then tested for invariance across groups (Hypotheses 3 and 4). In addition,
estimates in SEM provide information on the strength of the association between
future goal setting and motivated learning within-groups and across groups.
Furthermore, structural equation models simultaneously specify direct and indirect
motivational effects, thus testing for mediation in one step. Importantly, the effect
parameters in SEM are specified at the latent level, which means that they estimate
the strength of association between future goals setting and motivated learning after
correction for measurement error in our dependent measures.
The perceived instrumentality (positive or ambivalent versus negative) of future
goals and their regulatory focus (internal or external versus none) are specified as
predictors, Task Motivation as a mediator (Hypotheses 5 and 6), and deep-level and
surface-level learning as criterion variables.4
Table 1. Final cross-cultural measurement models of task motivation and learning strategies: common







Y5 I like most courses we study in school [like] .58
Y6 I am almost always interested
in the contents of my lessons [interest]
.59
Y7 It is important to me to keep
up with the lessons [importance]
.57
Y8 I think most tasks we work on in school
are important to me [task importance]
.50
Y9 When I learn something new I try
to really understand what it is about [understand]
.35
Y10 I try to understand my classes by
looking how things relate to each other [relate]
.50
Y11 When studying I often make use of
drawings or summaries [structure]
.39
Y12 When making exercises I want to
find the solution by myself [problem solving]
.37
Y13 I often read my lessons without really
understanding what it is about [no understand]
.53
Y14 I often have difficulties in understanding
the meaning of words [difficulty understand]
.50
Y15 Most often I need a lot of time to rehearse
or to copy my lessons [rote learning]
.49
Y16 If a task is too difficult, I only make the
easy exercises [easy way]
.46
4 Both direct and indirect effects of perceived instrumentality and future goals on learning strategies are tested. Causal effects
that are not significant at the .05 level in at least one group are set to zero. The cross-cultural equivalence of the general
motivational model is seen to be fully supported, if the fit of a multi-group model with invariant causal effects (causal
invariance) is not significantly worse (on the basis of a x2 difference test) than the fit of a less restrictive model where causal
effects are free to vary between groups. If one or more causal paths are significantly different between groups, there is only
partial causal invariance, hence partial equivalence across cultures (Byrne, 1998).
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Results
Exploratory analyses of ethnic group differences
Logistic regression shows no ethnic group differences in the perceived instrumentality
of academic engagement for the future, after controlling for ethnic composition of the
school, school track and educational status of the mother. A majority of all students
report positive perceptions of instrumentality, linking school success to success later in
life. A significant minority across ethnic groups report ambivalent or negative
perceptions. The greater gross proportions of ambivalent and negative perceptions
among minority students, however, are fully accounted for by social background and
school context (see Figure 3a).
Ethnic groups differ on regulation by future goals. Native Dutch students are found
more often in the NR category and less often in the IR category compared with Turkish
Figure 3. (a) Percentage of students for each ethnic group over categories of PPI (N ¼ 49 (Turks),
N ¼ 83 (Moroccans), N ¼ 149 (Dutch)), API (N ¼ 41 (Turks), N ¼ 72 (Moroccans), N ¼ 70 (Dutch)),
NPI (N ¼ 10 (Turks), N ¼ 19 (Moroccans), N ¼ 9 (Dutch)). (b) Percentage of students for each ethnic
group over categories of IR (N ¼ 83 (Turks), N ¼ 130 (Moroccans), N ¼ 149 (Dutch)), ER (N ¼ 16
(Turks), N ¼ 33 (Moroccans), N ¼ 29 (Dutch)), NR (N ¼ 2 (Turks), N ¼ 15 (Moroccans), N ¼ 51
(Dutch)).
Note. NPI, Negative Perceived Instrumentality; API, Ambivalent Perceived Instrumentality; PPI, Positive
Perceived Instrumentality; NR, No Regulation; ER, External Regulation; IR, Internal Regulation.
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students (Exp. ðBÞ ¼ 9:41, p ¼ :004; Nagelkerke’s R2 ¼ :15). Figure 3b illustrates this
difference.
Across cultures, ANCOVA yields a significant main effect of Perceived Instrumentality
on task motivation (Fð2; 347Þ ¼ 3:58, p ¼ :029): students who are in the PPI category
are the most motivated; students in the NPI category are least motivated for school tasks.
Also a significant main effect was found of regulation by future goals on task motivation
(Fð2; 350Þ ¼ 6:09, p ¼ :003). Students who are internally (IR) or externally regulated
(ER) by future goals attach more value to academic tasks, than those students who lack
regulation by future goals (NR) do. Regulation by future goals also impacts on surface-
level learning, such that students who are externally regulated by future goals use more
surface-level learning than students who are internally motivated (Fð2; 348Þ ¼ 5:30,
p ¼ :005. Lastly, deep level learning is affected by regulation from future goals, such that
students who are internally regulated by future goals use more deep level learning, than
students in the NR and ER categories (Fð2; 350Þ ¼ 6:63, p ¼ :001).5
SEM analyses
We used a stepwise approach in building the structural models. Firstly, multi-group
measurement models were specified to test the cross-cultural equivalence of the
motivational concepts and scales6 (Van de Vijver & Leung, 1997). Based on a chi-squared
difference test the cross-cultural equivalence of motivational constructs was fully
supported (dx2ð18Þ ¼ 15:06, p , :35).
Next, the measurement models are included as latent dependent variables in a multi-
group structural model to test the hypothetical motivational model (see Figure 1). In all
groups, this model had a good fit. However, modification indices for structural relations
suggested that two paths are present: the dummy variable ER vs. NR has a direct effect
on deep level and surface-level learning. This adjusted model could successfully be
constrained to invariance across cultures (dx2ð16Þ ¼ 15:87, p . :50), and is shown in
Figure 4.
In a last step, all motivational concepts are conditioned on Gender, Ethnic
Composition of the school, School Track and Parental Education as exogenous variables.
This last model tests the net explanatory value of the perceived instrumentality and the
future goals across cultures, after controlling for within-culture motivational differences
in function of gender, ethnic composition, family background and school track. The
hypothesized motivational effects of future goal setting remained significant and the
final model showed a good fit dx2ð421Þ ¼ 582:262, RMSEA ¼ 0:048, NNFI ¼ 0:89,
CFI ¼ 0:92)7. Table 2 lists all the beta parameters (structural effects) and gamma
parameters (effects of control variables) for this model.
5 Apart from the main effects of future goals, we also found an interaction effect of ethnic group by gender (Fð2; 348Þ ¼ 3:55,
p ¼ :03): native Dutch girls use more surface level learning in comparison with native Dutch boys, whereas Turkish boys use
more surface level learning than Turkish girls. Also, an effect of school track was found on task motivation (Fð1; 347Þ ¼ 6:17,
p ¼ :014): students in higher tracks report less task motivation than students in lower tracks.
6 Cross-cultural equivalence is considered supported if the fit of a multi-group model with invariant factor loadings (factorial
invariance) is not significantly worse (on the basis of a x2 difference test) than the fit of a less restrictive baseline model, where
factor loadings are free to vary between groups (Byrne, 1998).
7 Model evaluation is based on the formal x2 test. The evaluation of formal fit is complemented by information from three
informal fit measures (cf. Schumacher & Lomax, 1996): Joreskog and Sorbom’s (1993) Goodness of Fit Index (GFI . :90
indicates a good fit); Bentler’s (1990) robust Comparative Fit Index (CFI . :85 is seen as a good fit); and (3) Browne and
Cudeck’s (1993) Root Mean Squared Error of Approximation (RMSEA , :05 indicates a good fit).
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The final model supports partial rather than complete mediation. Most effects of the
future goals go through task motivation: we find a positive indirect effect of PPI (as
opposed to NPI) on adaptive learning. ER and in particular IR by future goals contribute
positively to task motivation, and therefore indirectly to adaptive learning (more deep-
level learning, less surface-level learning). In short, students who perceive positive –
rather than ambivalent or negative – connections with valued future goals, are more
motivated for school tasks, and hence more often engaging in adaptive deep learning
and less prone to maladaptive surface-level learning. This is true of minority as well as
non-minority students. Similarly, students with an internal regulatory focus on self-
development in the distant future are most motivated by school tasks, and hence most
likely to adopt adaptive deep-learning strategies rather than maladaptive surface-level
learning strategies. Moreover, the motivational effects of future goal setting remain
significant and substantive in the final model, which takes into account gender, family
background and school context.
However, external regulation also directly influences learning, reducing deep-level
learning and enhancing surface-level learning. Maladaptive direct effects of external
regulation on learning therefore counteract the adaptive effects of external regulation
through task motivation. Apparently, external regulation is a double-edged sword,
which may support adaptive learning by increasing student motivation for school tasks,
while at the same time putting students at risk of using maladaptive surface-level
learning strategies. In sum, PPI (rather than NPI) and internally regulating future goals
contribute significantly to adaptive learning across cultures.
Conclusions
We tested the cross-cultural validity of the role of future goals in student motivation and
learning using multi-group models by SEM. We found that the general motivational
processes that are associated with future orientation are cross-culturally valid,
confirming our Hypotheses 3 and 4. Across cultures, motivation plays a key role in
linking up perceived instrumentality and regulatory focus with effective learning
strategies, which is consistent with Hypotheses 5 and 6. The cross-cultural model
remains significant after controlling for gender, school track, ethnic composition of the
school and the parental education. Hence, the findings show the relevance of a future
time perspective for enhancing student motivation and adaptive learning in
multicultural classrooms.
We expected from motivation theory and research (e.g. Deci & Ryan, 1985; Eccles,
1984; Lens et al., 2001) that PPI and IR would contribute to the motivation to perform
school tasks. This was found to be the case. However, also external regulation was found
to enhance task motivation. Hence, both external and internal future goals reinforce task
motivation, but the effect of internal goals is stronger. Moreover, external regulation also
has direct maladaptive effects; it reinforces surface-level learning and reduces deep-level
learning. Taken together, distant future goals enhance minority and non-minority
students’ motivation and learning, if students perceive positive instrumentality and if
their schoolwork is internally regulated by future goals.
When direct and indirect motivational effects are separated out, it appears that
future goals regulate classroom behaviour primarily through their impact on task
motivation. Students who value distant future goals, especially, self-set future goals, and
those who perceive positive connections between present school tasks and future goals,
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develop an increased interest in their schoolwork. This increased interest in-turn
motivates effective learning in the classroom.
This study supports the relevance of the future as a means of protecting minority
students from disengagement with learning (Meece & Kurtz-Costes, 2001). Our
exploratory analyses suggest, in contrast with Hypothesis 2, that minority students
attach more importance to future goals in general, and to internally regulating self-
development goals in particular, than native Dutch students. Furthermore, minority and
non-minority students do not differ in the perceived utility of school tasks for future
goals, once social class and school context are taken into account. Clearly, future goals
are important in the school motivation of minority as well as non-minority students. The
adaptive effect of internally regulating future goals suggests a possible means of
improving minority students’ educational performance. Future goals should receive
attention in multi-ethnic classrooms by stimulating students to think about their future
and set their own goals. To what extent the motivational impact of future goals may be
limited by conditions of severe disadvantage and discrimination, by attenuating a
positive perception of the instrumentality of schooling (cf. Hypothesis 1), should be
addressed by future research.
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Variable Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD
Ethnic composition 0.28 0.20 0.34 0.23 0.27 0.16
Track 5.61 1.43 4.53 1.76 4.37 2.01
Gender 0.48 0.50 0.50 0.50 1.49 0.50
Education mother 3.58 1.0 1.83 1.38 2.23 1.22
API vs. NPI 0.31 0.46 0.40 0.49 0.41 0.49
PPI vs. NPI 0.65 0.48 0.52 0.50 0.49 0.50
ER vs. NR 0.13 0.33 0.23 0.42 0.16 0.37
IR vs. NR 0.65 0.48 0.72 0.45 0.82 0.39
Understand 2.51 0.54 2.66 0.53 2.69 0.46
Like 1.95 0.68 2.29 0.72 2.43 0.59
Easy way 1.74 0.66 1.75 0.69 1.70 0.59
No understand 1.67 0.63 1.47 0.61 1.64 0.66
Interest 2.06 0.54 2.28 0.55 2.20 0.53
Importance 2.39 0.56 2.47 0.59 2.67 0.47
Relate 1.83 0.58 2.08 0.63 2.11 0.60
Task importance 2.50 0.59 2.62 0.56 2.69 0.51
Difficulty understand 1.58 0.64 1.65 0.65 1.95 0.68
Structure 1.80 0.77 1.92 0.81 2.03 0.73
Rote learning 1.57 0.63 1.44 0.62 1.64 0.64
Problem solving 2.28 0.61 2.21 0.67 2.36 0.59
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